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Abstract 
 
There may be a new wave of media globalisation based on what may appear to be the 
virtually frictionless, near-global reach of major digital content delivery platforms, pre-
eminently YouTube. This article looks at the scale and significance of this new screen 
ecology, considering its continuities and discontinuities with established understandings of 
media globalisation, arguing against the notion that it provides a platform for new forms of 
cultural hegemony. Focusing on the periphery rather than the centre, it uses Australia as a 
case study in asking the question: in what ways does it make sense to talk about a nationally-
demarked YouTube space? 
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Media globalisation has been an enduring topic in communication and media studies. 
Traditionally centred on questions of US ‘cultural imperialism’ through widespread 
dissemination and popularity of its film and television output, debates of long-established 
vintage have been staged, for example, around whether global television traffic is a ‘one-way 
street’ (Nordenstreng & Varis, 1974) or a ‘patchwork quilt’ (Tracey, 1988). Influenced by 
cultural studies’ emphasis on the ‘active’ viewer and audience, and critiques of a ‘top down’ 
emphasis on structure rather than agency, versions of ‘weak’ rather than ‘strong’ 
globalisation have largely characterised recent discussion (Flew, 2007, p.54; see also 
Tomlinson, 1999). However, a reassessment of this contingent settlement is timely in the 
light of a new wave of media globalisation based on what may appear to be the virtually 
frictionless, near-global reach of major digital content delivery platforms, pre-eminently 
YouTube. This article looks at the scale and significance of what I am calling the ‘new screen 
ecology’, considering its continuities and discontinuities with established understandings of 
media globalisation, arguing against the notion that it provides a platform for new forms of 
cultural hegemony. Focusing on the periphery rather than the centre, it uses Australia as a 
case study in asking the question: in what ways does it make sense to talk about a nationally-
demarked YouTube space? 
The new screen ecology is being shaped by a set of increasingly global online screen 
entertainment platforms, most prominently Google/YouTube, Apple, Amazon and Netflix. I 
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have previously examined the broad contours of this phenomenon (Cunningham & Silver, 
2013). This article focuses on the explosive growth, and its implications for notions of media 
globalisation, of arguably the most challenging and innovative element of new screen 
ecology: a very low-budget tier of advertising-supported online channels driven mainly by 
the professionalisation and monetisation of previously amateur content creation. This part of 
the ecology consists predominantly of previously amateur creators, using platforms such as 
YouTube (but also others such as Vine, Instagram, Snapchat, Vimeo, Vessel and increasingly 
cross- and multi-platform strategies), to develop subscriber/fan bases of significant size and 
often transnational composition, often generating as a consequence significant advertising 
and sponsorship revenue and increasingly the attention of mainstream media. Core to the 
ecology are the rapidly evolving business strategies of the major platforms (especially 
YouTube), as they seek to disrupt media incumbents, avoid crippling battles over intellectual 
property and piracy, optimise their own income streams while sharing sufficient revenue with 
creators to continue to build massive scale and maintain creator loyalty in the face of 
criticism of their business practices and power, and deal with new platform competition.  
The so-called Multichannel Networks (MCNs) also play a key role in the new screen 
ecology. An MCN is a Google/YouTube-approved entity/intermediary aggregating, affiliated 
with, and/or managing YouTube channels by ‘offering their assistance in diverse areas, 
ranging from production to monetisation, in exchange for a percentage of the ad revenue’ 
(VAST Media, 2014).  As rapidly emerging intermediaries, they fundamentally are channel 
aggregators, seeking to stabilise runaway growth and respond to ‘glocal’ dynamics, while 
also justifying their additional stake in the revenue stream by providing a creole mix of talent 
agency, big data analytics, public relations and marketing. For their part, YouTubers could be 
seen as a class of content creators who may be able to exercise a higher level of control over 
their career prospects than previous models of professionalising talent. 
It would be little overstatement to claim that these dynamics are a huge, unprecedented 
experiment in seeking to convert vernacular or informal creativity into talent and content 
increasingly attractive to advertisers, brands, talent agencies, studios and VC investors on a 
near-global scale - with implications for content/entertainment formats, production cultures, 
industry structures and measurement of audience engagement: ‘[T]he world has never before 
seen the likes of YouTube in terms of availability of non-infringing content’ (Hetcher, 2013, 
p.45). 
The YouTube scale metrics are indeed impressive. The video streaming site, acquired by 
Google in 2006 for $1.65 billion, is now estimated to be worth over $20 billion. The data that 
usually headline the scope of YouTube is well-known: more than 1 billion users, revenue 
estimated in 2015 at US$4 billion per annum, 4 billion videos watched per day, uploads of 
300 hours per minute, downloads of 7752 hours per minute, viewing now comes 50% from 
mobile (http://www.youtube.com/yt/press/statistics.html). What is perhaps less well known is 
that more than 1 million YouTube creators now receive some level of remuneration from 
their uploaded content. 1300 YouTube channels have at least a million subscribers (to say 
nothing of the rest, as many of the most influential, breakout channels don’t have a million 
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subscribers - sometimes much less). These creators are spread widely, albeit predominantly 
in the West. 80% of YouTube traffic comes from outside the US, and 60% of creators’ views 
come from outside their home country.  
It is possible to posit a new wave of media globalisation based on the global availability and 
uptake of YouTube which is relatively frictionless compared to national broadcasting and 
systems of film and DVD release and licensing by ‘windowed’ territory. An emerging focus 
of state action regarding Google, along with other high-profile digital multinationals (such as 
Amazon, Netflix and software vendors Microsoft, Adobe, etc.) has been focused on their tax 
minimisation strategies.  While Google is kept extremely busy responding to what they claim 
is over 32 million copyright takedown requests a month to remove URLs from its search 
engine (Google, 2014) ('notice-and-takedown' also includes much else besides copyright 
infringement, such as defamation and hate speech), there is little imposed content regulation 
on Google/YouTube - one of the world’s largest information and communication 
companies - as its use proliferates globally.  There is in general very light touch regulation in 
terms of fundamental multiple market penetration, with the vast majority of regulatory action 
being the very substantial range and quantity of self regulation, usually in response to rights 
holders, breaches of community standards, and user reaction to changes in platform policy. 
YouTube is at least a critical first-base platform for hundreds of thousands of creator 
channels and their aggregators such as the MultiChannel Networks, estimated to number well 
above 100, which have been formed in almost every country in which there are YouTube 
creators.i 
YouTube may be seen as hegemonic in its operations as a distribution platform and revenue 
generator, garnering varying but always substantial cuts of advertising and branding 
revenues. But in terms of content, it acts as a production facilitator, seeking not to create or 
own intellectual property, and is subject to significant ‘lumpiness’ in business culture and 
regulatory frameworks across the globe. The world for YouTube is not nearly as flat 
(Freidman, 2005) as it may first appear. 
YouTube reports that it is ‘localised’ in 75 countries (that is, it has a local presence, usually 
consisting of sales forces and government/public relations operatives) and is available in 61 
languages. Of course, this is not a full index of the global reach – or limits – of YouTube. 
YouTube is accessed and used across much wider territory than localisation data shows, 
while a number of countries block, or restrict access to YouTube. (Those that do so tend to 
also block access to Twitter and/or Facebook as well.) North Korea (where Internet access 
itself is highly restricted) and China (except for the Shanghai Free Trade Zone) block 
YouTube, Facebook and Twitter. Temporary blocking at a national level has always been an 
option used to deal with political and/or religious issues.  Temporary blocks have been placed 
on YouTube (and Twitter) by Turkey to quell anti-government sentiment in the lead up to 
elections in 2014. (The block was lifted in April 2015. It should be noted that Turkish 
Tourism had a YouTube channel from Feb 2014 and Turkish Airlines has mounted 
innovative YouTube-based campaigns).ii  In the last few years, Pakistan blocked YouTube 
when it refused to remove an anti-Islamic video, and Eritrea, Iran, as well as Egypt, the 
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Congo, Tajikistan, Syria, Iraq, Sudan, Bangladesh, Afghanistan, and Morocco have instituted 
temporary bans.iii 
As well as the need to deal with global politico-cultural divergences of this order, localisation 
is also a response to pre-existent entertainment content being subject to ‘location-based 
filtering that results from the unevenness of content-licensing deals across national 
jurisdictions’ (Burgess, 2013, p. 53). ‘Location-based filtering’ is usually geoblocking, which 
occurs when rights holders and/or content producers may not have the rights to show some 
content in different regions. The most prominent case of geo-blocking is an ongoing dispute 
with YouTube and GEMA, a performance rights organisation in Germany. GEMA and 
YouTube have been unable to come to an agreement over payment of rights to performers of 
music and this has resulted in music videos or videos containing music being hard to access, 
or unavailable on YouTube in Germany.iv 
Localisation also operates at the level of the MultiChannel Networks. Perusing the available 
data leads to estimates of, for example, 19 MCNs based in UK/Europe, 18 in India, and 6 in 
Australia. Many, notably Spanish-language, US-based MCNs service well beyond US 
borders. China’s new screen ecology runs differently, but with huge scale and similar 
intermediary structures.  
YouTube talks of being primarily a facilitator in international markets. The key difference 
between traditional media operating multi-nationally and YouTube is that the former 
produces, owns or licences content for distribution, exhibition or sale in multiple territories, 
while the latter seeks for clear reasons to avoid the conflation of YouTubers as the IP 
creators, the MCNs as local intermediaries (and sometime joint IP owners) with YouTube as 
‘platform’ and ‘middleman’ operating to facilitate linking of brands and advertisers with 
YouTube creators and MCNs. The facilitation role of YouTube is enacted through educating 
advertisers and brands about the dynamics of the digital space. This includes educating 
around timelines that are much longer than they may think, budgets larger than they expect, 
and helping them to find YouTube partners. It also includes helping advertisers and brands 
come to terms with the fact that YouTube creators may regard themselves as having superior 
ideas about what might work for their audiences; indeed, may be brands themselves.  
The multi-sited nature of the international territories must be taken into account: Europe, the 
Middle East and Africa (EMEA) are much more regulated in terms of community standards, 
sponsorship and advertising than in the US. The relative free-for-all in branded content and 
sponsorship in the US is by no means mirrored elsewhere. These are the same ‘glocalisation’ 
dynamics seen in multinational advertising debates for decades, with the difference that the 
dollar value is at this stage of the monetisation of digital content worldwide much lower and 
thus the ‘education’ of brands and advertisers is required to be that much more strategic. 
Core media globalisation debates on cultural homogenisation also shape up similarly when 
the new screen ecology is in frame. The global dynamics of platform dominance and 
potential cultural homogenisation have to be considered, but at the level of content and 
creator, the new professionalising-amateur screen ecology embodies a huge step change in 
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producer diversity, both in terms of amateur backgrounds and global locations, and greater 
geographical and cultural diversity in content and fan base. At least 60% of YouTube content 
is consumed outside the US; many of the most popular YouTube stars are outside the US 
(Pewdiepie being the biggest); and many of the most popular creators are popular in most 
major markets.  
The new digital marketers reinvoke the old advertising dream in claims that there is a ‘global 
youth culture’ that enables effective multi-market campaigns – and there is some good 
evidence for this. But it would be considerably harder to make a case for cultural 
homogenisation around the YouTube platform given that most of the monetising and 
professionalising content is being generated from local and regional markets even as they 
travel relatively seamlessly on the new global platform. 
 
The case of Australia 
In what sense does it make sense to talk about a nationally- or regionally-demarked YouTube 
‘space’? What does a national/regional MCN offer creators as distinct from the MCN 
‘majors’? What does the profile of a national/regional YouTube creator look like? 
The Google/YouTube presence in Australia has a corporate, a policy and a cultural aspect. Its 
Australian branch office is one of the larger of ‘more than 70 offices in more than 40 
countries’ (http://www.google.com/about/company/facts/locations/). It engages with cultural 
subsidy agencies to promote career development for Australian YouTubers, principally with 
the Skip Ahead program with Screen Australia. It provides a range of facilitation and 
business services, in collaboration with MCNs, for Australian YouTubers, operating its 
standard multinational business practices of ‘facilitating’ professionalisation of creators and 
MCNs through matchmaking with brands. This supply or production side development is 
nascent, small-scale compared with the US and UK/Europe, while Google Australia also 
talks up the demand or consumption side, with bold claims to significant consumer surplus 
and trade surplus in video. 
The Australian branch office of Google based in Sydney, is a substantial branch office, 
overseeing 2013 revenue of AU$357.7 million and a profit of AU$46.5 million. (This doesn’t 
include revenues earned from its lucrative search business in the country because that is 
excluded from public reporting for tax purposes (Lehmann, 2015, p.14). While sales and 
marketing is the main focus of the branch office, there is also significant research and 
development employing about 500 engineers. Google Maps started in Australia, and Sydney 
also contributes to Google Drive and the Chrome web browser. Google Australia has in the 
last several years heightened its public policy presence, contributing to public enquiries and 
debates (Boston Consulting Group report), and defending its tax minimisation practices as 
many jurisdictions put pressure on Google (together with Microsoft, Apple and other major 
software and entertainment multinationals). While it talks big on STEM innovation, the bulk 
of its work, like a growing proportion of its work at headquarters, is developing relationships 
6 
 
with significant brands and advertisers in order to grow revenue and educate brands and 
advertisers in the new digital marketing dynamics.  
Google’s voice in the Australian cultural space is orthogonal to the established mindset. 
Australian screen content culture has been historically structured by what Dermody and Jacka 
(1987, 1988) termed Industry-1 (culturally specific, domestic market-oriented production) 
and Industry-2 (internationally-oriented entertainment product), with a normative bias toward 
the former over the latter, conditioned by cultural policy-based state subvention and 
regulatory support. Cultural policy influence also treats long form narrative fiction and social 
documentary as privileged genres for the purposes of subsidy as they are uniquely vulnerable 
to market failure. As the screen sector has globalised, some of the normative weight in these 
dualisms has eroded. Verhoeven (2014) calls on the discipline field to recognise the degree to 
which digitisation and globalisation are laying waste to established critical approaches. And 
the urgent need to address digital distribution opportunities is increasingly recognised (Harris 
2013a, 2013b; Sheehan 2009). But the question of the globalisation (or ‘de-nationalising’) of 
Australian film and television production remains open to regular critique (O'Regan & Potter 
2013). 
But Australia’s screen ecology continues to undergo shifts driven by digital disruption and 
convergence. Established screen professionals increasingly engage with the challenges and 
affordances of digital platforms and social media on the one hand, while on the other those 
previously amateur continue to professionalise and seek to monetise their content with the 
affordances offered by especially the YouTube platform. Screen distribution innovators such 
as Google/YouTube challenge content makers to move beyond the established production-
distribution dualism, and past the old dichotomy between cultural address to the domestic 
market and entertainment address to international markets, while beginning to embrace new 
revenue streams in addition to, and sometimes completely independent of, public subvention 
and broadcaster and distributor licences. A range of policy and program options have been 
developed, from large-scale policy reviews such as the Convergence Review in 2012 (which 
advocated options under which platforms the such as Google’s growth in Australia would 
trigger regulated contributions to new media production) to targeted initiatives such as Screen 
Australia’s Skip Ahead scheme with Google which supports Australian YouTube content 
creators to grow their brand/channels and connect with Australian production companies for 
skills exchange or creative collaboration, and the beginnings of policy responses in state 
screen agencies.  
Google Australia frames their contribution to Australian society and culture in the following 
way. It funded a study by Boston Consulting Group (BCG, 2012, p.5) which found that in 
Australia: 
• Internet media content is delivering a consumer surplus – the value that consumers 
place on an activity or a product that is over and above the price they pay for it – of 
AU$24 billion in year; 
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• Of this, the largest single contribution comes from online content portals. Consumers 
pay nothing directly, but they deliver a nationwide benefit valued at more than AU$9 
billion per year; 
• Online platforms play a key enabling role in delivering choice and providing 
opportunities for creators and produces to reach local, national and global audiences; 
• Australians believe the media landscape is improving, with more good-quality content 
available both online and offline; 
• Australia has a trade surplus in online video, exporting more than it imports. Twice as 
much Australian online video is consumed in the United States than is consumed in 
Australia.  
The claim that Australia has a ‘trade surplus’ in online video celebrates the perhaps obvious 
fact that, with 98% of the world’s population living outside the country, and with such a 
frictionless cross-national YouTube traffic, it will be the case that more Australian-generated 
online content is consumed outside the country that is imported into it. It is also good spin, 
but disingenuous, to claim similarity with trade figures, as most online content consumed 
across borders sits outside the market as user generated content. The claim that the 
affordances of online content and services are delivering a consumer surplus (the value that 
consumers place on an activity over and above the price they pay for it) is of the order of 
$A24 billion a year may look high, but it is a more compelling finding than the trade surplus 
argument. Brynjolfsson, Hu and Smith (2003), for example, found that it was possible to 
quantify the enhanced consumer welfare of increased product variety in online bookstores 
contrasted with the consumer welfare gain from increased competition and lower prices in the 
book market. They found it to be between 7 and 10 times the size of lower prices. 
There are some dozens of high-profile Australian YouTubers, including internationally 
prominent vloggers Troye Sivan and Natalie Tran/The Community Channel, who exhibit a 
typical variety of professional positioning, strategy and specialisation in the main YouTube 
‘verticals’ (vlogging, gameplay, style/how-to/popular knowledge, pranking, web series). 
There are three major MCNs based in Australia, Boom Video, Valleyarm, and Totem. They 
perform the same core functions as most MCNs, providing connections between brands and 
content producers. By connecting their advertising partners they can leverage the network of 
the content producers. In addition the YouTubers also gain product and brand support, both 
of which can be valuable in legitimising the channel to viewers.  
Interviews conducted by the author with a dozen Australian content creators in early 2015 
revealed that, in every case, between 50% and 80% of their audiences were based overseas, 
predominantly USA, UK, Canada and Germany, with producers also reporting high viewing 
figures from other areas such as Sweden, Netherlands, Denmark or Italy. Producers also 
noted an increasing numbers of views being generated from Brazil, India, and The 
Philippines as high-speed Internet penetration levels increase in those countries. Despite 
being the country of origin Australia was typically stated as being fourth or fifth in the 
country rankings. This relatively frictionless internationalism poses problems for sales and 
branding efforts mounted by both the Australian-based MCNs and the local YouTube branch 
office and for optimum representation of creator interests. 
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One interviewee, musician and vlogger Louna Maroun 
(https://www.youtube.com/user/Loopylady11), described an experience with signing with an 
offshoot of the world’s largest MCN, US-based Fullscreen.  While promising much, it was 
unable to match her localised content and viewership with appropriate advertisers. Local 
MCN Boom assisted her in negotiating her way out of that contract, matching her with local 
brands that better fitted her niche that allowed her to become a fulltime YouTuber: 
I just felt like I was finally working with somebody that understood me and were able 
to get Australian brands to work with me. I have personally met some of the creative 
teams for those brands, so I feel like there is more of a connection there. But whilst 
they can market to Australians, they can also - because I do have a large audiences in 
the US, the UK and in Brazil, they get to make their brands seen in other parts of the 
world (Luna Maroun). 
 
Conclusion 
This article has considered the phenomena of increasingly global online screen entertainment 
platforms in the context of enduring debates in communication and media studies concerning 
media globalisation. While the relatively frictionless globality of such phenomena demands 
attention, I have stressed the differences between such platforms and the system of national 
broadcasting and of film and DVD release and licensing by windowing and territory. The 
latter, established forms of media globalisation enter territories with IP-controlled content, 
whereas platforms such as YouTube exhibit facilitation rather than content control and much 
greater content, creator, service firm (MCN) and language and cultural diversity than 
traditional global media hegemons. And attention to regional and local specificity is a meso-
level move that breaks down the macro-micro (global platform- individual content creator) 
dyad, and shows some of the institutional machinery whereby globality is constructed and 
located. 
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